REMARKS 

Claims 24-43 were previously presented and all claims were rejected. In the present 
amendment, claims 24, 25, 29, 34, 35 and 39 have been amended. No new matter was added. 
Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 24-43 will be currently pending in this application, 
of which claims 24 and 34 are independent. Claims 25-33 depend on and incorporate all the 
patentable subject matter of independent claim 24, as amended. Claims 35-43 depend on and 
incorporate all the patentable subject matter of independent claim 34, as amended. Applicants 
submit that claims 24-43 are in condition for allowance. 

The following comments address all stated grounds of rejection. Applicants respectfully 
traverse all rejections and urge the Examiner to pass the claims to allowance in view of the 
remarks set forth below. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. $103 

I. Claims 24-43 Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 24-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over U.S. Publication 
No. 2002/0099940 to Baker et al ("Baker") in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,03 1 ,314 to Majkut et al 
("Majkut"). Claims 24 and 34 are independent. Claims 25-33 depend on and incorporate all the 
patentable subject matter of independent claim 24, as amended. Claims 35-43 depend on and 
incorporate all the patentable subject matter of independent claim 34, as amended. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection to the extent maintained over the claims as amended, and 
submit that Baker and Majkut, alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every 
element recited in the pending claims. 
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A. Independent Claims 24 and 34 Patentable over Baker and Majkut 



To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claimed limitations 

must be taught or suggested by the prior art. Amended claims 24 and 34 recite, in part: 

enrolling the networked resource for the user responsive to (i) authenticating 
the identity of the user and (ii) determining, based on the identified rule, that the 
user has permission to enroll and use the networked resource, the enrollment 
adding an enrollment record of the networked resource for the user to an 
enrollment database and allowing a user to later access the networked resource 
from a remote client as if the enrolled networked resource locally resides on the 
client, the networked resource comprising one of: a desktop and an application 
program; 

requesting, by the user, remote access to the networked resource; and 
granting the user access to the networked resource responsive to (a) verifying 

the identity of the user and (b) determining from the enrollment database that the 

user was previously enrolled in the requested network resource. 

Applicants submit that Baker and Majkut, alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest: 

(1) enrolling a desktop or an application program for a user and allowing the user to later 
access the networked resource from a remote client as if the enrolled networked resource 
locally resides on the client, and 

(2) adding a record to an enrollment table responsive to the enrollment, and allowing a user to 
later access the networked resource from a remote client responsive to (a) verifying the 
identity of the user and (b) determining from the enrollment database that the user was 
previously enrolled in the requested network resource. 

First, the combination of Baker and Majkut does not teach or suggest enrolling a desktop 
or an application program for a user and allowing the user to later access the enrolled desktop or 
program from a remote client as if the desktop or program locally resides on the client. Instead 
of enrolling a desktop or an application program, Baker merely requests access to information or 
content from network resources ( see col. 3, lines 50-52, col. 1, lines 32-42, and col. 5, lines 26- 

47). Further, by using URLs to identify remotely-located web information or content ( see col. 5, 
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lines 26-47), Baker teaches away from accessing a resource as if it locally resides on the client, 
let alone the fact that Baker fails to contemplate accessing a desktop or program as if it locally 
resides on the client. As with Baker, Majkut only contemplates requesting web content (see col. 
5, lines 10-14), and therefore fails to teach or suggest the above-mentioned features as well. 

Second, the combination of Baker and Majkut does not teach or suggest adding an 
enrollment record to an enrollment database upon successful enrollment, to allow the user to 
later access the enrolled desktop or program. Rather, Baker's proxy server handles access 
requests as they arrive, without first enrolling a requested resource to a user (e.g., by adding a 
record to an enrollment database). In other words, Baker's proxy server fails to process any 
request for enrollment, update an enrollment database if successful, and process a later request to 
access the enrolled resource. Instead, in Baker, an administrator merely pre-assigns user 
permissions that grants access to selected resources ( see col. 3, lines 8-14). Contrary to the 
pending claims, there is no enrollment process enrolling a requested resource responsive to (i) 
authenticating the identity of the user and (ii) determining, based on an identified rule, that the 
user has permission to enroll and use the networked resource, and a separate process granting a 
later request for access responsive to (a) verifying the identity of the user and (b) determining 
from the enrollment database that the user was previously enrolled in the requested network 
resource. 

Majkut likewise fails to teach or suggest an enrollment process for enrolling a resource 

and another process for handling a request to access an enrolled resource. Majkut at most 

describes identifying a routine for responding to a request for a resource (see col. 3, lines 23-33, 

col. 9, lines 25-29, and Table 1), but fails to contemplate responding to a request for enrollment 

prior to a request for access to an enrolled resource. Accordingly, Majkut also fails to suggest 
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adding an enrollment record to an enrollment database responsive to an enrollment , allowing the 
user to later access the enrolled resource. Therefore, Majkut, as with Baker, fails to teach or 
suggest at least the above -identified features of claims 24 and 34. 

In view of the above, Baker and Majkut, alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest 
each and every feature of amended claims 24 and 34. Therefore, Applicants submit that 
independent claims 24 and 34, and dependent claims 25-33 and 35-43, are patentable and in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicants request the Examiner to withdraw the 
rejection of claims 24-43 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the aforementioned amendments and arguments, Applicants contend that each 
of the Examiner's rejections has been adequately addressed and all of the pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration, 
withdrawal of all grounds of rejection, and allowance of all of the pending claims. 

Should the Examiner feel that a telephone conference with Applicants' representative 
would expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is urged to contact the Applicants' 
representative at the telephone number identified below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: February 23, 2011 /Paul M. H. Pua/ 

Paul M. H. Pua 
Registration No. 63,167 
Foley & Lardner, LLP 
1 1 1 Huntington Avenue, Suite 2600 
Boston, MA 02199 
(617) 502-3267 
ppua@foley.com 
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